SUPPLEMENT 1. ENEMY FUNCTIONAL GROUPS
I defined enemies as any mobile organism that is known to consume all or part of sessile fouling organisms. Enemies visible to my eye were identified and quantified during surveys Large mollusks included species of chitons and keyhole limpets whose adults where >1 cm in length. All large mollusk species recorded in this study (Table S1a) have been reported to cause fouling invertebrate mortality either through direct consumption or inadvertent 'bull-dozing' while grazing for algae.
Small mollusks included gastropods whose adults were <1 cm in length and nudibranchs of all sizes (Table S1b) . These species are believed to be more specialized predators, and either bulldoze very little given their small size and radula morhpology (gastropods, Steneck & Watling 1982) or do not bull-doze but rather specialize on taxonomically narrow group of prey (nudibranchs, Behrens 1991).
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Flatworms included any species in the phylum Platyhelminthes or Acoela (Table S1c) The relative abundance of each species (total # individuals of each species/total # individuals of all species*100%) is given in parentheses following the species names. Treatment effects on species abundance were tested with a repeated-measures ANOVA with plate as a random effect.
To meet the assumption of normality for the ANOVA test, I log-transformed all data except Corella inflata at Wayne, which required square-root transformation. ANOVA tables are available by request. Significant cage effects are denoted by a large red star in the upper left hand corner of the plot. Significant Cage Treatment*Date effects are denoted by smaller red stars on the bottom of the plots adjacent to the date of the significant effects.
SUPPLEMENT 3. POWER ANALYSIS OF CAGING EXPERIMENT
Given inherent spatial and temporal variability of fouling communities, the predatorexclusion experiments may not have been replicated well enough to detect significant effects of caging treatments on species abundances. I thus conducted a post-hoc power analysis to determine the effect size (% change in mean abundance) that could have been detected by this experiment at each census date (see Thomas 1997 for a review of post-hoc power analysis controversies). I calculated the power to detect a cage treatment response in 3 variables:
Botrylloides violaceus abundance, the abundance of the most common native species and the abundance of the 2nd most common species at each site.
The power of a statistical test is defined as 1-, where is the probability of accepting the null hypothesis (in this case no caging-effect) when it is false. A commonly accepted value for is 0.2, thus the power of a test is 0.8 under standard assumptions (Magid et al. 1985) . For a simple ANOVA, given known variability (s 2 ) and known number of replicates (n), the effect-size ( ) can thus be calculated as: 
